To forecast the future of school feeding programs, especially programs aimed at the underprivileged, we must closely examine the past and observe which processes have succeeded and which have failed. We have amassed a significant amount of information derived from well-controlled, brilliantly designed, experimental studies, almost all demonstrating the fact that poorly nourished children benefit cognitively from school feeding programs. Accumulating a large amount of replicable results in this difficult area of human behavior research, particularly with children, should constitute a source of great pride and accomplishment. However, many of us are left with a tremendous sense of frustration and maybe even despair. Why haven't governments used this information to initiate more school feeding programs for the poor? Instead, governments are either maintaining the status quo, or even worse, retrenching. The answer lies in the fact that our research agenda has been primarily aimed at our fellow researchers and not at political and government administrators.
The importance of re-orienting our research direction is plainly evident in the history of the re-authorization of the federal WIC (Women, Infants, and Children) program. This program provides food and nutrition counseling to low-income mothers and their children. The law was created as one of the Great Society programs of Lyndon Johnson, but was considered for renewal during the presidency of Ronald Reagan, no friend to programs designed to help the poor and the less fortunate. Although Reagan and other conservative politicians wanted the program destroyed, they were persuaded by some brilliant research of David Rush and other epidemiologic scientists [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] . What Dr. Rush was able to demonstrate was that it costs government less money to give poor mothers good food and nutrition counseling than it does to pay the cost of medical care for the low-birthweight babies that would result if they did nothing. The program was renewed and hasn't been seriously challenged since. The lesson to be learned is that it is not good enough for us, as educators and health care workers, to show that social programs have beneficial outcomes for individuals. Rather, we must demonstrate that the financial investment in social programs will save government money. An argument based on human rights or justice just doesn't sell. Only when translated into economic terms will a social program be adopted by conservative governments.
The papers presented at this conference provide important scientific information on the relationship between poor nutrition and school performance. Now we must begin to ask important economic and political questions such as "How much return does a government get for its investment in children's nutrition programs?"
To answer this question, we must begin to think about a wider range of dependent variables than we have heretofore. Again drawing on history as a model, I find the evaluation of the "Head Start" programs particularly useful. The intention of the Head Start programs was to bring preschool students from poorer backgrounds to the same level of readiness to begin school as their wealthier peers. Indeed, the program was very successful at raising children's IQ scores and their school performance during their first couple of years of school [12] . However, the IQ advantage of Head Start, as well as the boost in school achievement scores, quickly diminished as the children progressed through each successive year of schooling. What was most surprising, though, was the real advantage of the Head Start program, which was expressed much later and in unexpected ways. Children who experienced the Head Start program were less likely to be retained in later grades, were less likely to require special education, and were significantly more likely to graduate from high school [12] . Not only did these children stay in school longer, but they were less likely to engage in criminal behavior and get arrested than were children Mention of the names of firms and commercial products does not imply endorsement by the United Nations University. David A. Levitsky S287 who did not attend the program [13] .
How Head Start programs produced these long-term effects is still a mystery, but the ramifications of these results have clear economic and policy implications. There is little doubt that the earning power of high school graduates is greater than of non-graduates [14] . There is also little disagreement that reducing the number of children who are retained in the same grade, reducing special education classes, and reducing police and prison costs all add to significant cost savings. As a result, politicians and government administrators acknowledge that investing money into preschool programs is a worthwhile technique to cut the cost to the government.
How does nutrition fit into this equation? Although we have heard many brilliant attempts at quantifying the intellectual or cognitive benefits of school feeding programs, clearly the most robust finding that has emerged is that school feeding programs increase school attendance. Consequently, we have a unique hook, a proven mechanism to increase school attendance. We must now move beyond the idea of using the school feeding programs as a means of immediately improving performance of children in the classroom, toward making the link between the school feeding programs and the long-term financial and social benefits of feeding children in the schools.
Having offered the road to the future of school feed-ing programs, I hasten to add some words of caution. While no one among us would deny feeding hungry children, we must maintain awareness of the growing worldwide epidemic of obesity, particularly among the poor. Obesity not only may impose increasing medical costs upon the poor, but also carries terribly important political ramifications. Arguments have already been raised in the US Congress as to why governments should support food programs for the poor when they are already obese. This is a very serious argument and demands that we devote tremendous creative energy toward understanding and resolving this apparent paradox before the politicians use it to terminate nutrition programs aimed at the poor. Equally as important, however, is that our school feeding programs do not contribute to the problem of increasing obesity. In fact, we must begin to think about how school feeding may be used as part of the solution.
It is clear that we have progressed considerably from the time that we were arguing whether or not early malnutrition caused permanent reduction of brain cells to the formation of cogent economic and political arguments as to why it is economically beneficial to feed hungry children. Political reality has established the necessity of directing our research toward this end. Our success will depend upon the strength of our arguments and the tenacity of those engaged in the research.
